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of legislation, should be brought to the
floor of the Senate as soon as possible.
The later that it is brought to the floor
of the Senate, the less likely it is that
Congress will get its work done on the
tobacco bill. I ask the majority leader,
bring the tobacco bill to the floor of
the U.S. Senate, and let’s get it done.

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. ROB-

ERTS). Under the previous order, the
hour of 10 a.m. having arrived, the Sen-
ator from Indiana, Mr. COATS, is recog-
nized to speak for up to 45 minutes.

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, I thank
the Chair.

(The remarks of Mr. COATS, Mr.
ABRAHAM, Mr. SANTORUM, and Mr.
BROWNBACK pertaining to the introduc-
tion of S. 1994 are located in today’s
RECORD under ‘‘Statements on Intro-
duced Bills and Joint Resolutions.’’)
f

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Morning
business is closed.
f

EXECUTIVE SESSION

PROTOCOLS TO THE NORTH AT-
LANTIC TREATY OF 1949 ON AC-
CESSION OF POLAND, HUNGARY,
AND THE CZECH REPUBLIC

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the privilege order, the Senate will now
go into executive session to resume
consideration of Executive Calendar
No. 16, which the clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
Treaty Document No. 105–36, Protocols to

the North Atlantic Treaty of 1949 on Acces-
sion of Poland, Hungary and the Czech Re-
public.

The Senate resumed consideration of
the treaty.

Pending:
Kyl amendment No. 2310, to establish prin-

ciples of policy of the United States toward
the Strategic Concept of NATO.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the hour of 10:45
having arrived, the distinguished Sen-
ator from Iowa, Mr. HARKIN, is recog-
nized to offer an amendment on which
there shall be 2 hours of debate equally
divided.

The Senator from Iowa is recognized.
EXECUTIVE AMENDMENT NO. 2312

(Purpose: To limit any United States subsidy
of the national expenses of Poland, Hun-
gary, or the Czech Republic in meeting its
NATO commitments)

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I send
my amendment to the desk and ask for
its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the amendment.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from Iowa [Mr. HARKIN] pro-

poses an executive amendment numbered
2312.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
In section 3(2)(A), strike ‘‘and’’ at the end

of clause (ii).
In section 3(2)(A), strike ‘‘(iii)’’ and insert

‘‘(iv)’’.
In section 3(2)(A), insert after clause (ii)

the following:
(iii) any future United States subsidy of

the national expenses of Poland, Hungary, or
the Czech Republic to meet its NATO com-
mitments, including the assistance described
in subparagraph (C), may not exceed 25 per-
cent of all assistance provided to that coun-
try by all NATO members.

At the end of section 3(2), insert the follow-
ing new subparagraph:

(C) ADDITIONAL UNITED STATES ASSISTANCE
DESCRIBED.—The assistance referred to in
subparagraph (A)(iii) includes—

(i) Foreign Military Financing under the
Arms Export Control Act;

(ii) transfers of excess defense articles
under section 516 of the Foreign Assistance
Act of 1961;

(iii) Emergency Drawdowns;
(iv) no-cost leases of United States equip-

ment;
(v) the subsidy cost of loan guarantees and

other contingent liabilities under subchapter
VI of chapter 148 of title 10, United States
Code; and

(vi) international military education and
training under chapter 5 of part II of the
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I will
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume for opening comments and then
reserve some time for others on the
amendment.

Mr. President, we are, as the Senate
and the country now know, debating
the issue of whether or not the Senate
will advise and consent to the Presi-
dent’s signature on a proposal to bring
three more nations into the North At-
lantic Treaty Organization.

While I was not present yesterday in
this Chamber, I did watch some of the
debate that unfolded yesterday, and I
think the debate is taking a good
course of action. The debate yesterday
was a good debate. I hope that the de-
bate today will continue along those
lines. In other words, what I mean by
that is not just people giving a speech
and then walking off the floor but
where we can actually engage one an-
other in asking and answering ques-
tions about the implications of the
NATO treaty.

So I hope that will be the course of
action during the Senate’s responsibil-
ity to advise and consent here.

Mr. President, I want to make some
extended remarks about the whole pic-
ture of NATO expansion, but I will just
talk very briefly right now about the
amendment I sent to the desk.

Basically, I think one of the most im-
portant issues facing us on NATO ex-
pansion is what it is going to cost,
what it will cost the taxpayers of this
country. So what I have sent to the
desk is an amendment that will hope-
fully clear this up a little bit and pro-
vide for an accurate accounting of all
of the expenses incident to the expan-
sion of the North Atlantic Treaty Or-
ganization. And I will have more to say
about that a little bit later.

Concerns about the extension of our
military obligations—and let’s again be
frank about this; NATO is a military
alliance—have been voiced by Senators
and interest groups, academics across
the political spectrum, and when the
voices expressing caution include Re-
publicans and Democrats and progres-
sives and conservatives, libertarians
and others, such a diverse opposition
may be a sign that we ought to really
act very deliberately and delibera-
tively on this issue. So I am glad the
debate has finally begun, and as I said,
I am delighted with the course of ac-
tion in the debate.

At the outset, I hope the Senate
would not simply rubber stamp this
bill that we have before us. We have a
constitutional responsibility to both
advise and consent on treaties. This is
a responsibility that is taken seriously
by every Senator and ought to because,
as you know, under our Constitution a
treaty overrides the Constitution. So
anytime we advise and consent on a
treaty, we are advising and consenting
on a document that basically overrides
much of our Constitution. So we have
to be very careful about this.

There are important issues to con-
sider in NATO expansion—
burdensharing, command and coordina-
tion, responses to real and perceived
threats, even the basic questions of
mission and scope of the organization
itself. They are not simple questions
that lend themselves to a simple, sound
bite debate. These questions and their
answers will shape for better or worse
our defense and foreign policy options
for decades to come.

There is no doubt that NATO has
been one of the greatest military alli-
ance success stories in our Nation’s
history. And, again, at the outset we
have to ask the question. Here is an or-
ganization founded in 1949 shortly after
the end of the Second World War—the
Second World War in this century—
when 12 countries signed the North At-
lantic treaty to establish the military
alliance known as NATO.

Now, let’s face it. The reason for
NATO was the Soviet Union. The rea-
son for being in that alliance, and also
to preserve the nations of Europe to-
gether, was to preclude any possibility
of cross-border excursions by European
countries. The treaty had as its goal
‘‘to unite their efforts for collective de-
fense and the preservation of peace and
security in Europe.’’

Four nations have been added. Spain,
the most recent, joined in 1982. So,
again, it has been a success. It has kept
the peace in Europe for nearly 50 years,
both by deterring aggression by the
Warsaw Pact and by encouraging co-
operation between its members.

I must say, due to the commitment
of its members and the leadership of
the United States, NATO has largely
fulfilled the reason for its very birth—
the demise of the Soviet Union. So we
have to, I think, at the outset, say, if
something was born because of the So-
viet Union and it has succeeded, what,
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then, are the reasons not only for con-
tinuing it but for expanding it? And,
subsequently, are there better and
other ways in which we can fulfill
other goals, such as democracy, eco-
nomic progress, market-based econo-
mies, and integration of the countries
of Europe into one economic entity?

So, what role will NATO play in a
new century? And what is the cost
going to be in financial terms? And
what is the cost going to be in other
less tangible areas, like the potential
for strained relations with nonmember
nations? Or what will the cost be in a
dangerous rollback, perhaps, of nuclear
arms control and nonproliferation
progress made since the end of the cold
war?

By the administration’s own admis-
sion, ‘‘Enlargement will take place in a
European security environment in
which there is no current threat of
large-scale conventional aggression
and where any such threat would take
years to develop.’’ This is from the ad-
ministration’s own admission. There is
no current threat and any threat would
take years to develop. In response to
questions from many Senators, the ad-
ministration reiterated this point when
they wrote, ‘‘Current members and pro-
spective new members face no immi-
nent threat of attack.’’

This seems to be one of the few issues
on NATO expansion where we can find
wide consensus. There is no large-scale
external threat, including Russia. They
just don’t exist. The administration’s
expectation for the role of an expanded
NATO include:

No. 1, helping to deter future threats;
No. 2, expanding our collective defense
capabilities to respond to both tradi-
tional and nontraditional security
challenges; and, No. 3, helping to sup-
port and stabilize emerging democ-
racies. I agree that these are goals that
the United States should pursue. They
are worthwhile goals. But again I ask,
is NATO the proper framework in
which to accomplish these goals?

Poland, Hungary, and the Czech Re-
public have legitimate concerns about
protecting their borders and their na-
tional sovereignty. After all, they per-
severed through a century of invasions
and decades of outside control by a
large and powerful neighbor. But,
again, let me also say that I remember
when I happened to be in Moscow
shortly after the Berlin Wall came
down and the Soviet Union was break-
ing up, I remember one of the Russian
Members of the Duma telling me that,
‘‘You think you were the victims of the
Soviet Union. You think Europe was
the victim of the Soviet Union,’’ he
said. ‘‘We Russians were the biggest
victims of the Communist Soviet
Union.’’

So we have to think about it in that
context also; of Russia, and of them
coming out from underneath the yoke
of a Soviet Communist empire. Think
about Russia, also, in terms of its his-
tory, when it has gone, also, through a
century of invasions and decades of

control by a power not necessarily of
Russian being.

I learned a lot about what countries
in this region had endured. Last year I
attended the dedication of the National
Czech and Slovak Museum in Cedar
Rapids, IA.

It is interesting. I was there with
President Clinton and Ambassador
Madeleine Albright, who was then-Am-
bassador to the United Nations, Presi-
dent Vaclav Havel of the Czech Repub-
lic, and President Kovac of the Repub-
lic of Slovakia.

Again, these people of these nations
have shown a commitment and resil-
ience to the democratic ideals during
the economic and political transition.
They are working in concert with the
community of nations and peacekeep-
ing operations in Bosnia, in Iraq also. I
want to commend and recognize their
efforts. That is all well and good. But
is that a reason to expand NATO?

I am not convinced it is the most ap-
propriate vehicle that we can use to
get the goals of security, stability, po-
litical reform, and economic integra-
tion with the West sought by these
newly free countries.

I am really worried we are buying
into a mentality that has its roots in
the cold war, and not the mentality
that is looking ahead to the next cen-
tury. Yes, it is true that Europe has
sustained decades, almost a century, of
warfare, invasions, domination and op-
pression by the people of Eastern Eu-
rope. This approach to foreign policy
would be appropriate if the world cli-
mate was similar to what it was, say,
before World War II. But the world has
changed.

To those who say that, well, we can
have another cross-border invasion by
a country in Europe against another
country, even the administration ad-
mits this is not going to happen. This
would not happen for years. It would
take years for anything like this to de-
velop. You are not about to see any
headlines exclaiming that Russian
troops are marching toward Poland or
Czechoslovakia.

The czars are gone. The Third Reich
is gone. Germany is united as a democ-
racy. Again, we need to reorient our-
selves to the realities of the 21st cen-
tury where the security threats are not
czars and Hitlers and people like that,
but are more likely to be rogue na-
tions, international terrorists, and, as
we have seen again in Europe, internal
ethnic clashes.

For example, the security threat of
most concern to Europe now is Bosnia
and Kosovo. There is also the so-called
nontraditional threat—terrorism,
chemical, biological weapons. Again,
we need to consider, is NATO the best
way to deal with these challenges? But
my primary concern now, and with this
amendment, is the cost.

In February of 1997, the administra-
tion estimated the total cost of be-
tween $27 to $35 billion, of which the
U.S. share would be $1.5 to $2 billion.

In December, NATO released their
own study with the astonishingly low

total cost estimate of $1.5 billion. Well,
then the Clinton administration re-
vised their initial projections down to
reflect the NATO estimate of $1.5 bil-
lion.

Some would argue that comparing
these numbers is like comparing apples
and oranges—I heard that—because of
the different assumptions and sce-
narios. But I would argue that is ex-
actly the point. We do not have any
consensus or concrete ideas on what
posture NATO will take in the future
and at what cost.

I have a chart here that shows basi-
cally the varying cost estimates so we
get an idea of just how widely diver-
gent they are. NATO, as I said, esti-
mates $1.5 billion. The Clinton admin-
istration initially, as I said, came in
last year—a year ago—at $27 to $35 bil-
lion. Now the administration says it is
$1.5 billion. They just picked up the
NATO estimate. CBO has given us a
range of $21 to $125 billion. The Rand
Corporation says it is $10 to $110 bil-
lion.

As I said, the first Clinton adminis-
tration estimate was $27 billion to $35
billion—to $1.5 billion. So we go from
$1.5 billion to $125 billion.

Where is it? How much of this will
the U.S. taxpayers have to pick up?
The GAO issued a report late last fall,
the title of which explains my concerns
and the reason for this amendment. It
says, ‘‘NATO Enlargement Cost Impli-
cations for the United States Remain
Unclear.’’

Now, much of the uncertainty is be-
cause—a quote from the GAO report—
‘‘It will not be until June of 1998 that
NATO will make decisions about
whether or how much to increase the
common budgets which would then be
shared among current and new mem-
bers. Until this has been done, the im-
plications for the U.S. contributions to
NATO’s common budgets will be un-
clear.’’

Now, again, this is one reason why
several other Senators and I asked for
a delay in voting on NATO expansion.
I felt and some others felt that we
should have delayed this until this
summer. We are not going to get this
NATO estimate until at least June of
this year. So why should we be voting
on a blank check for the American tax-
payer before we have the data? What is
the rush? Why could we not wait until
this summer until we get the NATO de-
cisions on how much they want to in-
crease their common budgets?

The same GAO report went on to dis-
cuss the financing for commonly fund-
ed items, such as the needed infrastruc-
ture to send reinforcements to new al-
lies in times of crisis, communications
systems, or interoperability with
NATO’s air defense system. None has
been agreed to yet. None of it has been
agreed upon yet.

Again, from the GAO report: ‘‘Wheth-
er they will be financed within existing
budgets or by increasing the size of
NATO’s common budgets will not be
determined until June of 1998.’’
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That is from the GAO report.
I am hopeful that the managers of

the bill would engage with us in dis-
cussing why we would go ahead with
this before we have this data that
NATO will come up with in June of
1998. So that is a missing piece of the
puzzle right there.

Another piece of the puzzle we are
missing is how new members are to ad-
dress their military shortfalls. The
countries’ force goals will not be set
again until this spring. In other words,
we are without a plan to address the
force goals and the price tag associated
with it.

Again, I and others are uncomfort-
able signing the American taxpayers’
names to a potentially ballooning
blank check, so that is a second part of
this puzzle that I believe is missing.

The GAO concluded that while DOD’s
key assumptions were reasonable, their
‘‘cost estimates’’ are speculative.
‘‘NATO enlargement could entail costs
in addition to those included in DOD’s
estimate, including costs for assistance
to enhance the PFP or other bilateral
assistance for countries not invited to
join NATO in July 1997.’’

So, in other words, it is not just
those countries invited to join. What
about the cost for assistance and other
vital assistance for all of the other
countries not invited to join in July
1997?

Mr. BIDEN. Would the Senator yield?
Mr. HARKIN. I would be delighted to

yield.
Mr. BIDEN. Wouldn’t the Senator ac-

knowledge the example he just gave
has nothing to do with any commit-
ment that is being undertaken by the
expansion of NATO now? It is unre-
lated. We may or may not through the
program which the opponents of expan-
sion constantly point to—the Partner-
ship for Peace, as what we should have
stuck with—we may or may not do
that. But passage of the expansion of
NATO for these three countries in no
way affects the point of whether or not
we give assistance to Romania or we
give assistance to any other country
questioned. Is that not correct?

Mr. HARKIN. Well——
Mr. BIDEN. I respectfully suggest the

answer is yes.
Mr. HARKIN. Well, wait a second. I

do not think the answer is yes. What
GAO said is NATO enlargement could
entail costs in addition to those coun-
tries in the Partnership for Peace, for
example, others who may not be in-
vited to NATO but because of the en-
largement of NATO there may be other
costs incidental and associated with it.
That is what they are saying.

Does the Senator say absolutely
there will be no other costs associated
to PFP countries when NATO is en-
larged?

Mr. BIDEN. If the Senator will yield,
the answer is I am saying there is no
obligation we undertake. The Senator
sits on the Appropriations Committee.
The Senator will have to make an indi-
vidual judgment as each of the items

come before him whether he wishes to
do it.

For example, we are going to have,
and right now the President has sent
up within the last 3 months a request
for additional equipment for Turkey,
additional military equipment for
Greece. Now, they have nothing to do
with our common budget in NATO,
zero.

Now, the Senator sits on the Appro-
priations Committee. He can come to
the floor, and on foreign military sales
of those countries, he can say no, we
don’t want to do that, and we can vote
against it. It is irrelevant. It has noth-
ing to do with whether or not Poland is
a member of NATO or the Czech Repub-
lic is a member of NATO.

What the Defense Department means,
I respectfully suggest, is the following;
that with NATO, with the additional
three countries in NATO, we may con-
clude that our defenses would be fur-
ther enhanced, bilaterally enhanced,
U.S. interests enhanced if we gave
more money, more for military sales to
Romania or to the Baltics or some-
where else. But it has nothing to do—
nothing to do, zero—with whether or
not we expand NATO. Zero, nothing.

The Senator from Virginia is on the
floor, a strong opponent of expansion.
He knows that the Armed Services
Committee has no obligation to send
foreign military sales which we sub-
sidize to Greece or Turkey, yet he
votes for it. But it has nothing to do
with NATO, zero. Nothing to do with
NATO, zero. It is not part of NATO’s
common budget, common budget.

The only thing, I respectfully suggest
to my colleague, that we are commit-
ting ourselves to with the expansion of
NATO is that we will continue to par-
ticipate roughly 25 percent of the cost
of the common budget of NATO. The
things that the DOD referenced and
what my friend from Iowa is talking
about have zero to do with the common
budget.

There is a chart here, ‘‘budget cost-
sharing formula, in percentage of total
NATO common budget.’’ I will later in
the day go into great detail, because I
think one of the great misnomers here
is how the NATO is funded. I am not
speaking to my friend from Iowa, who
knows this area very well because he
serves on the Appropriations Commit-
tee. But many of us who do not serve
on the Appropriations Committee or
Armed Services Committee don’t nec-
essarily understand the details of how
the NATO budget is constructed. There
are three common budgets. I will not
go into it now. But they are the things
that all 16 NATO nations reach into
their pockets and pay for. They are not
the national budgets.

The national budget, my friend on
the authorizing committee—both my
friends stand here on the Armed Serv-
ices Committee—in the national budg-
et we decide whether or not out of our
military budget we are going to help
Greece beyond the common budget,
whether we are going to help Turkey

beyond the common budget, whether
we are going to help Chile beyond the
common budget, whether we will spend
money in Korea beyond, and it has
nothing to do with the common budget
of NATO.

So what happens here is we are tak-
ing great big apples and putting them
in baskets of small oranges. We talk
about mixing apples and oranges. The
reason why the numbers, which I will
go into in great detail later, range
from $125 billion to $1.5 billion is that
we are counting the wrong things.

So the issue here, and we will get a
chance to talk about this in detail,
what is NATO’s—and I know my friend
from Virginia knows this well—what is
the common budget of NATO? And
what are we committing ourselves to
spend in addition to what we are now
spending on the common budget of
NATO because these three countries
are going to be added—if they are
added, if we prevail?

So, that is the issue. With all due re-
spect, my friend is mixing apples and
oranges here when he refers to the DOD
saying we might in the future decide to
spend more money. It has nothing to
do with any obligation we are taking
on as a consequence of expanding
NATO.

I thank my colleague. I yield the
floor.

Mr. HARKIN. I would like to respond,
but I yield to the Senator from Vir-
ginia.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa controls the time and
the time has been running on his side.

Mr. HARKIN. I had 1 hour.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Correct;

the Senator has 35 minutes remaining.
Mr. HARKIN. I yield to the Senator

from Virginia.
Mr. WARNER. I thank my distin-

guished colleague.
First, I want to say what a pleasure

it is to sit and listen to a well-informed
presentation on a very important
amendment. Indeed, I will, in the
course of the day, engage in another
detailed colloquy with my friend on
this.

I point out when you mention the
Armed Services Committee, authoriz-
ing committee, I think the Senator
should reconsider. It is your commit-
tee, the Foreign Relations Committee,
that authorizes the level of assistance
on matters like this, as opposed to the
Armed Services Committee.

Mr. BIDEN. That is correct.
Mr. WARNER. A small matter, but I

wanted to make——
Mr. BIDEN. We are so accustomed to

other committees stealing our jurisdic-
tion that it was a slip of the tongue.

Mr. WARNER. It is well-taken. At
every opportunity the Armed Services
Committee will do that.

Your question is correct, but I say to
my good friend that while there is no
fixed-in-law obligation for an increased
contribution on behalf of the United
States to these three potential new
members, there is, indeed, a moral, and
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it seems to me that that moral obliga-
tion will come into play very strongly.
If for any reason their economies can-
not support their quotient of final
costs allocated among the three, I am
certain the United States would be a
participant in picking it up.

Mr. BIDEN. On my time, if I may re-
spond, if I can take 3 minutes—and I
guess it is not just my time but the
time controlled by the majority here—
if I can have 3 minutes to respond.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is recognized for 3 minutes.

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I say to
my friend, one of the things the Armed
Services Committee has been very jeal-
ous of, rightfully so, even though for-
eign military sales fall within the For-
eign Relations Committee purview,
when we argued in the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee, some of us, against
some foreign military sales, the Armed
Services Committee members and staff
have often come to us and said, ‘‘Joe,
do you know what you are doing?’’ If
you don’t let Lockheed or Marietta
Martin sell that particular item sub-
sidized to the Germans or to the
Greeks or to the Spaniards or to whom-
ever, do you know what you are doing?
You are just subsidizing the French be-
cause they will sell them a Mirage;
they will sell this, they will sell that.

When we make these judgments on
foreign military sales, they are judg-
ments that are not only made in terms
of what we believe to be our security
interest, but when we fail to partici-
pate in that, we find that we lose part
of our infrastructure because we find
that, as a lecture I received many
times on the floor from Armed Services
Committee members, we lose the com-
petitive advantage to those foreign
military sales merchants in France, in
England, wherever else.

So what we are talking about is the
independent judgment of whether or
not we may, in the future conclude, as
we have in the past, that in addition to
our contribution to the common mili-
tary budget, in order to keep peace in
the Aegean, we have supplied in addi-
tion to that common NATO budget, we
have supplied additional moneys or
subsidies to Greece or to Turkey or
Denmark. We have done it for almost
all of the 15 members.

What the amendment of my friend
here would do is something revolution-
ary. It would say that we will redefine
what NATO’s common budget is as it
relates to the United States. We now
would have to include as part of the
economic budget any of the following:
foreign military financing under the
Arms Control Export Act, transfers of
excess defense articles, emergency
drawdowns or no-cost leases of U.S.
equipment or subsidies or loan guaran-
tees, which would in effect give veto
power over our interests with the other
15 NATO nations. The reason we give a
veto power is because if we draw down,
if we have to draw down from a 25 per-
cent foreign military sales, we can’t
then pay our common budget that is

owed to NATO because we have agreed.
If we don’t do that, then NATO says
‘‘Woe, woe, you are not engaging in
cost sharing.’’ And that, in turn, means
that they can veto whether or not as a
practical matter we decide it is in our
national interest to sell Cobra heli-
copters to the Greeks. My time is up.

Mr. HARKIN. Will the Senator yield?
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator’s time has expired.
Mr. HARKIN addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Iowa.
Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I think

the Senator is making my point. My
friend from Delaware is making my
point. We are limited to 25 percent of
the common budgets. All of the cost es-
timates we keep hearing about only
deal with the common budgets. We
don’t talk about the national budget.
What my amendment says is what is
good for one side ought to be good for
the other. We are not mixing the two.
We are applying a good, sound prin-
ciple. If 25 percent is good for the com-
mon budgets, it ought to be good for
the national budgets. That is what my
amendment says. It says to the Amer-
ican people, look, you are right, we
don’t know what it is going to cost us
in the future. The Senator just stated
that. He said that we don’t know what
it may cost us in the future.

What this amendment says is that at
no time will the portion of the national
budgets of these countries or any other
new members of NATO be more than 25
percent, so that if some cost comes in
at $10 billion, our share, the share of
the American people, will be no more
than 25 percent. The other nations of
NATO will have to kick in their pro-
portionate share, also.

That is why I drafted this amend-
ment. People don’t understand the dif-
ference between the common budgets
and the national budgets. We keep
hearing from the Clinton administra-
tion that this is only going to cost us
$400 million—as I pointed out, we al-
ready promised as much as $1.069 bil-
lion in loans and subsidies to Eastern
and Central Europe—because they are
talking about the common budgets, not
about the national budgets of these
countries. The Senator from Delaware
is exactly right. My amendment seeks
to say that no more than 25 percent of
those would be paid for by the Amer-
ican taxpayers. I would think the Sen-
ator would support that.

Mr. BIDEN. If the Senator will yield.
He wants written into law in the pas-
sage of the amendment to the Washing-
ton treaty a commitment that the
United States national budget will now
and forever not exceed 25 percent of all
the money we decide to spend in the
European theater. I can’t imagine the
Senator from Virginia supporting that.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, with all
due respect, I don’t think the Senator
read my amendment.

Mr. BIDEN. I have read it in detail.
Mr. HARKIN. It is talking about the

subsidy. It is not talking about what

we spend ourselves in terms of our own
military. It is talking about what sub-
sidy we provide to these countries.

Mr. BIDEN. Is that not out of our na-
tional budget? Is that not out of our
national defense budget?

Mr. HARKIN. Yes, out of our tax-
payer dollars, subsidies to those coun-
tries. But it has nothing to do with our
military expenditures for our nation’s
forces stationed in Europe.

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, it clearly
does. It says that if we want to ‘‘take
a tank off the shelf,’’ as they say,
which comes right now out of the De-
fense Department budget, and we want
to give that tank to Turkey, or to
Greece, or to Germany, it says that
tank can’t be given if in fact we have
already met our obligation of 25 per-
cent under the common budget because
it would exceed 25 percent. So he is
limiting—limiting in perpetuity—the
amount of money we can spend out of
our national budget.

Look, this is apples and oranges
again. We say with NATO, here is the
deal: We are going to pay 25 percent of
all the moneys that directly relate to
NATO. We do not say we are only going
to keep 25 percent of the total amount
of money we spent at 25 percent if, in
addition, we decide we want to help, as
we have over the last 30 years, Greece.
If this had been the law in the last 20
years, the military aid that we have
given to Greece and Turkey would have
eaten up our share of what we agreed
to do in the common budget. So in
Aviano, Italy, the national budget of
the country of Italy pays for that Air
Force base. But if we are going to build
a runway to land NATO planes on, or
Italy comes back and says, wait a
minute, even though that is on an
Italian air base for which we pay for all
the infrastructure, if you want to
lengthen the runway to accommodate
NATO planes, the other 15 members of
NATO have to kick in to pay for it. If
it costs $10 to extend the runway, we
take out $2.50 and pay the 25 percent.
But if we have already given $2.50 off
the shelf to Greece, we don’t have any
money, we are prohibited by law from
being able to do this.

This is hamstringing our national de-
fense budget, unrelated to NATO. It is
a little like my saying that we are not
going to spend anymore money on edu-
cation than what we now spend on title
VII. So if we want to pass, as I do, and
did, the subsidy for IRAs for private
schools, that would have to come out
of the ceiling for all title VII, which
was a billion dollars. We would have to
find $300 million out of that billion dol-
lars, which means you don’t have
enough money to meet the obligation
you have agreed to, separate and apart
for decisions independent of NATO con-
siderations. You know, the rest of
NATO has not wanted to support
Greece. We stepped in and said, OK,
notwithstanding that NATO doesn’t
want to support Greece beyond the
NATO common budget, we are going to
step in and give them the following
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subsidies, or the following military
equipment off our shelf, out of our na-
tional budget, out of our pocket.

Now, if we deal with any NATO na-
tion, and we conclude that we want to
engage in foreign military sales with
them, unrelated to NATO, if we want
to convince the French—which we
never could—to stop flying Mirage air-
craft in their national air force and fly
F–15s, we could not do that. And so this
is a profound change in national de-
fense policy that, with all due respect,
has nothing to do with NATO. If you
want to cap all U.S. spending as it re-
lates from the Euros to the Atlantic at
25 percent, fine, do it; but understand
that you are making a profound foreign
policy judgment that has nothing to do
with whether or not Poland, the Czech
Republic, and Hungary are members of
NATO.

I yield the floor.
Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I will

get back to this amendment. I respect-
fully suggest that the Senator from
Delaware, again, is making my point in
two ways. What the Senator from Dela-
ware has said is that the costs of the
taxpayers of this country are going to
increase in the future. We don’t know
how much, but that is what he said. It
is going to increase. Listen carefully—

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, with all
due respect, I did not say it is going to
increase. It would be up to the Senate
and the Appropriations Committee.

Mr. HARKIN. After a treaty is
signed. And keep in mind, treaties
override the Constitution of the United
States. Once those decisions are made,
we are going to have to meet, as the
Senator from Virginia said, our moral
obligations.

Mr. BIDEN. Moral obligations—
Mr. HARKIN. If the Senator will let

me finish, I never interrupted him.
Mr. BIDEN. The Senator is correct. I

apologize.
Mr. HARKIN. Again, I think the ar-

guments, if I might respectfully say so,
of the Senator from Delaware are argu-
ments that we would have heard on the
Senate floor in the 1950s and the 1960s
and the 1970s. The Senator’s arguments
pertain to a world that no longer exists
in Europe. The Senator talks about
Greece, that if this amendment had
been in effect 30 years ago, 40 years
ago, we could not have done in Greece
what we did. The Senator is right. But
this is not 40 years ago.

Mr. BYRD. Will the Senator yield?
Mr. HARKIN. I yield to the Senator

from West Virginia.
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I thought I

heard the distinguished Senator say
that treaties override the Constitution
of the United States.

Mr. HARKIN. Portions.
Mr. BYRD. Did I hear him correctly?
Mr. HARKIN. Portions.
Mr. BYRD. No, treaties don’t over-

ride the Constitution of the United
States. Under the Constitution, trea-
ties are a part of the law of the land,
the supreme law of the land. They
don’t override the Constitution of the
United States.

Mr. HARKIN. I will not argue con-
stitutional principles with the Senator
from West Virginia.

Mr. BYRD. I hope the Senator will
take that out of his written speech.

Mr. HARKIN. I will not argue con-
stitutional principles with the Senator
from West Virginia, I know that. But
treaties under—I forget the article—
treaties become the law of the land.

Mr. BYRD. Yes; but they don’t over-
ride the Constitution.

Mr. HARKIN. Under the Constitu-
tion, they become the law of the land.

Mr. BYRD. They become part of the
supreme law of the land. I thank the
Senator for yielding.

Mr. HARKIN. I appreciate the correc-
tion of the Senator from West Virginia.

Back to my point; the Senator from
Delaware is right. If this amendment
had been in effect 40 years ago, we
couldn’t have been in Greece. But that
was during the cold war. That is when
we were facing the Soviet Union. That
is when we were facing, if I might say
to the Senator from Delaware, facing a
Europe that was on its knees, busted,
broke, basically decapitated from
World War II. There is no way that
they could have done it on their own.
That is why I say with this whole
NATO argument that it just seems to
me we are arguing about a world that
existed 50 years ago. The Senator from
Delaware in his impassioned pleas is
arguing for a situation that no longer
exists. Europe is powerful. Europe is
wealthy, and the nations’ GNPs are
going up. There is no Soviet Union.
There is no external threat like Greece
was facing. Europe has been rebuilt.
The cold war is over. Let’s look ahead.

What I am saying is that I don’t be-
lieve, in the context of a Europe that
we see now and in the foreseeable fu-
ture, that our taxpayers ought to be
liable for the national costs anymore
in excess of what they are liable right
now for the common costs. That is
what this amendment says. Very sim-
ply, it says very forthrightly, ‘‘Any fu-
ture United States subsidy of the na-
tional expenses of Poland, Hungary, or
the Czech Republic to meet its NATO
commitments, including the assistance
described in subparagraph (c), may not
exceed 25 percent of all assistance pro-
vided to that country by all NATO
members.’’

When it comes to tanks, planes, or
anything else, of course, we can still
sell them. They can still buy from us.
But our subsidy to this national effort
cannot be more than 25 percent of the
total amount of subsidies by all of the
countries for that national effort——

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield on that point?

Mr. HARKIN. Yes. But I am losing a
lot of time; if the Senator would help
me by yielding back some time.

Mr. BIDEN. Where you don’t go back
50 years—for example, if the Senator’s
amendment had been in place, we prob-
ably could not have amended the con-
ventional forces in Europe. In 1991, it
became clear—the wall came down in

1989—we had to amend the conven-
tional forces amendment. We renegoti-
ated that agreement. The flank agree-
ment in the Senate was an amendment.
It was passed in Russia in the Duma as
well. What we said was that we had to
give up a number of pieces of equip-
ment, thousands of pieces of equip-
ment, but because Greece and Turkey
were on the southern flank of NATO
and because we still were concerned
about instability in the region, we still
wanted force structure there, we had to
call for a cascading down. We took all
of the equipment that we were giving
up, thousands of pieces, and we just
gave them to the Greeks and the
Turks. It was in our national interest
to do so.

Had the Senator’s amendment been
in place, the cost of all of those pieces
of equipment would have to have been
computed and added up, and then re-
duced from the 25 percent ceiling that
was allowed to be spent by the United
States on the common budget of the
NATO. That had nothing to do with the
cold war; it had to do with reality. It
had to do with the arms control agree-
ment. That arms control agreement
would have done one of two things. It
would not be able to have been nego-
tiated and signed by us because we
would not have been able to have that
force structure on the southern flank,
or we would have had to go in arrears
to our commitment of saying 25 per-
cent of the common budget of NATO.

That is a contemporary example.
That went on from 1991 to 1996. It is a
further example of how well-intended
but dangerous this amendment is.

I thank the Senator for yielding.
Mr. HARKIN. Again, I respond to the

Senator from Delaware. Again, what he
is basically arguing for is giving a
blank check to the American people. I
disagree with the Senator on the point
that he just said about conventional
structure. We are talking about three
countries. My amendment only men-
tions three countries. It mentions Po-
land, Hungary, and the Czech Republic.
It is just those three countries that we
are talking about and about their na-
tional costs. There may be other ar-
rangements in Europe. There may be
other structures in which we are en-
gaged that are not covered by this
amendment.

Mr. BIDEN. Will the Senator yield?
Mr. HARKIN. I am talking only

about subsidies to the national mili-
tary budgets, the national expenses of
those three countries to meet their na-
tional commitments.

Mr. BIDEN. Just those three?
Mr. HARKIN. That is all.
Mr. BIDEN. This in no way limits our

ability to give aid or assistance to any
other country in NATO. So we are
going to say that you three guys can
come in, but we are going to promise
that we are never going to give you as-
sistance, but we will maybe give assist-
ance to Greece, Turkey, Germany,
France and England.

Mr. HARKIN. That is right. Exactly.
Why is that? Because England, France,
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and all of these countries’ forces are
modernized. They are fully integrated
into NATO. Those are the three coun-
tries that are going to have a lot of
money for interoperability, command,
communications, force structures.
That is where the money is going to go.
I didn’t want to say anything about the
other countries. I don’t think it is nec-
essary for these other countries be-
cause we are not going to be involved
in that kind of expenditure. That is
why I limited it specifically to those
three countries and why I respectfully
demur from the Senator’s comments
that we could not be involved in other
aspects of NATO beyond the 25 percent.
We absolutely could. That is why I
want to focus on those three countries
only because that is where the money
is going to be spent for force structure
and modernization. I don’t believe we
ought to give a blank check.

Mr. SMITH of Oregon. Will the Sen-
ator yield?

Mr. HARKIN. Yes.
Mr. SMITH of Oregon. Wouldn’t we,

if we accept the amendment of the Sen-
ator from Iowa, then be relegating Po-
land, Hungary, and the Czech Republic
second class citizenship in NATO?

Mr. HARKIN. I don’t believe so. I
think all we are saying is that the
other members of NATO have to be as
fully involved financially in upgrading
and modernizing their force structure
as the taxpayers of this country. I basi-
cally would submit that this amend-
ment is more inclusive. It is saying to
our partners in NATO that we are in
this together; don’t just stick the
American taxpayer with the bill.

Mr. SMITH of Oregon. One other
question.

It seems to me, as we look at the
numbers that the Senator is present-
ing, $125 billion versus $1.5 billion, and
changing circumstances, I would re-
mind the Senate that the $125 billion
was predicated on the Congressional
Budget Office based upon an invasion
by Russian forces of Hungary, Poland,
and the Czech Republic, and that it
would require the full advanced posi-
tioning of the U.S. military. If that
were to occur, those numbers are prob-
ably right. The much reduced number
of $1.5 billion is a reflection, according
to the GAO, of the current political sit-
uation and, therefore, isn’t an accurate
estimate.

But I would say this: I don’t think we
should hamstring now our ability as
the Senate and as the Congress to re-
spond to whatever things might occur.
But it seems to me, we would be doing
just that if we were to accept the Har-
kin amendment.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, if I
might, if I could restate what the Sen-
ator is trying to achieve with his
amendment, is simply to say when
NATO establishes the military require-
ments of three new nations, the costs
associated with each of the nations and
their ability to reach that require-
ment, the U.S. States taxpayer will
pay no more than 25 percent of that

cost, and 75 percent is then to be allo-
cated among the remainder of the na-
tions. It is as simple as that in clear
English language.

Mr. HARKIN. I thank the Senator.
That says it very clearly and very elo-
quently, and I think brings the point
home again. I say to the manager of
the bill that when you talk about $1.5
billion, that is one of the common
costs. That is why we are trying to
reach out and find out what these other
costs associated with it are. These
NATO’s costs, as I have pointed out, we
have already allocated over $1 billion
ourselves of taxpayer dollars for this.

I also say in response to the com-
ments of the Senator from Delaware
about what happens in the future that,
if there is an emergency or something
happens where you have changed cir-
cumstances, I would respond with the
same enjoinder that he gave to this
Senator; that is, I believe it is impor-
tant now to limit our taxpayers’ expo-
sure rather than a blank check. If
there is an emergency in the future, if
something does happen, yes, the Appro-
priations Committee will respond. The
Foreign Relations Committee and the
authorizing committee will respond.
The Armed Services Committee in
their capacity as authorizing commit-
tee will respond. The appropriators will
respond. It is better to address it at
that point rather than giving a blank
check now and just sort of letting it
go. I think from a budgetary stand-
point, from the standpoint of protect-
ing our taxpayer dollars better, we
limit it now, and then, if there is an
emergency, fine, we can come up with
the money and finance the emergency.

Mr. BIDEN. If the Senator will yield.
If in fact this logic makes sense, I don’t
know why we would produce an amend-
ment that says right now we spend—I
don’t know the exact national budget.
My friend from Virginia may know how
much we spend on defense right now in
the United States of America on our
total defense budget. I will make up a
number. Let’s say it is $300 billion.
Why don’t we attach an amendment
right now and say that we will not
spend more than $300 billion on de-
fense, period? Why don’t we do that? It
is the same logic. Let’s tell the Amer-
ican taxpayers now we are limiting
what they are going to spend on de-
fense. We will do it now. We will limit
it to that number, not just in Europe
but all over the world. Tell them that
right now. If there is an emergency, we
can come back.

This is the same man, whom I respect
enormously, who argued strenuously,
and he argued on the same issue of a
constitutional amendment to balance
the budget.

Why not set a number? Defense
spending cannot increase at all. We can
pass it now, unless we come along and
by a two-thirds vote in this body agree
to spend more money on defense. That
is what we are doing here relative to
these three countries. That is what we
are doing for Europe. Why don’t we do

it for the all of the national defense
budget? If it doesn’t make sense for the
whole national defense budget, I re-
spectfully suggest it makes zero sense
to do it in Europe for these three coun-
tries.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, if I
could clarify, the funds the Senator is
talking about come out of the Depart-
ment of State budget, not the defense
budget.

Mr. BIDEN. Let’s set the State De-
partment budget.

Mr. WARNER. It is important in this
debate that we begin to establish a few
fundamentals with some correctness.
The defense budget will be around $260
billion to $270 billion, but it does not
contain the funds to which my distin-
guished colleague is now referring.

Mr. BIDEN. If the Senator will yield,
let’s set the State Department budget
then, freeze that.

Mr. HARKIN. I didn’t hear the Sen-
ator from Delaware.

Mr. BIDEN. If the categories all come
out of the State Department budget,
then let’s say let’s freeze the State De-
partment budget. Nothing can go up in
the State Department budget, period.
Freeze it, just like we are going to
freeze it here. Why not do that? And if
an emergency comes along, we can
change our mind.

It is not a way to do business, I re-
spectfully suggest.

Mr. HARKIN addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Iowa has 13 minutes 30 sec-
onds.

Mr. HARKIN. I am sure the Senator
will yield me some more off his time,
because I have been so yielding to him.

I think the analogy that the Senator
from Delaware uses is totally wrong.
Let me provide, I think, a more correct
one. This amendment in no way limits
how much total defense dollars we can
provide to these three countries—not
at all. It simply says, whatever their
national budget, we will only pay 25
percent. So the Senator’s analogy that
we are somehow going to cap defense
spending is not right.

A better analogy, if I might say to
my friend from Delaware, is this. We do
have a defense budget in the United
States. It is $260 billion. Let’s say that
for national emergency reasons, or
whatever threat might come up, we
have to increase it to $300 billion a
year. But what we are going to do is
tax the citizens of Delaware for half of
it, and then we will spread the other
half among the other 49 States of the
Union. That is the more correct anal-
ogy as to what my amendment seeks to
do.

Now, certainly we would not say to
the citizens of Delaware, ‘‘We are going
to increase the defense budget. You
have to pick up 50 percent of the
total.’’ No. We would spread it out,
make everybody pay a fair, propor-
tionate share. That is what my amend-
ment says. My amendment in no way
limits the total amount of defense
money spent on these three countries.
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Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I

wonder if I might yield myself time
from the Senator from Oregon.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I will
yield the floor and let others use their
own time.

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I
wonder if, having discussed with the
Senator from Oregon, I might yield
myself time from his time so as not to
deprive the Senator——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa yields the floor?

Mr. HARKIN. I am sorry. Mr. Presi-
dent, I yielded the floor and reserve the
remainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Connecticut.

Mr. LIEBERMAN. I thank the Chair.
Mr. President, the Senator from Iowa

has been very generous in yielding his
own time. I wanted to make a brief
statement and then pose two questions
on what I take to be not just
hypotheticals but real life prob-
abilities.

I followed the discussion on a par-
ticular element of the budget, whether
State Department or defense. I don’t
think that is right on point to what is
being said here. I think the amendment
of the Senator from Iowa is saying that
American subsidy, as it were, of the na-
tional expenses of Poland, Hungary,
and the Czech Republic to meet their
NATO commitments should not be
more than 25 percent of all assistance
provided to each of those countries by
all NATO members.

Let me lead into the questions that I
want to ask the Senator from Iowa.
The Senator from Iowa has said that
his purpose in offering this amendment
is to protect the taxpayers of America
from incurring a liability greater than
this 25 percent; that is, 25 percent of all
assistance provided to each of these
three countries by all NATO members.
But I am concerned that there are
some consequences in his amendment,
perhaps unintended, which in fact not
only do not protect the taxpayers of
the United States but may hurt them,
and certainly may hurt their security.
And I want to describe two situations
and then ask the Senator from Iowa if
he would respond.

The 25 percent number is one that
has some currency—no pun intended—
in NATO circles about the American
share. So it is not the 25 percent that
I think troubles those of us who oppose
this amendment. It is what the Senator
from Iowa is including within the 25
percent in subsection (C) of his amend-
ment, and I go particularly to this and
I read from the amendment.

The assistance referred to in (A)(iii) above
includes (1) Foreign Military Financing
under the Arms Export Control Act.

So here is the circumstance I am con-
cerned about being covered here. At
sometime in the future—next year, 2
years, 3 years, 4 years—one of these
three countries, the Czech Republic,
Hungary, or Poland, decides that they,
as part of their participation in NATO,
their responsibility for their own de-

fense, want to acquire certain modern
military equipment systems.

My concern is that by squeezing for-
eign military financing under the Arms
Export Control Act—which is to say
the credits that our Government gives
to facilitate the sale of weapons sys-
tems by American manufacturers to
foreign purchasers—we are going to
block our defense companies from hav-
ing a chance to compete equally with
other foreign defense manufacturers to
try to sell to the Czech Republic, Hun-
gary, and Poland. Because the credits
will be included within the 25 percent,
and the effect of that will not be to
protect American taxpayers, it will be
to hurt American defense workers,
whose products will not be able to be
sold to these three countries.

So, I ask my friend from Iowa, is it
not true, if the amendment he has sub-
mitted is agreed to, that we will limit
credits for foreign military sales to
these three countries and therefore
limit the opportunity of American de-
fense manufacturers to sell to these
three countries, meaning that they will
be pushed to buy from other producers
elsewhere in the world?

Mr. HARKIN. I will respond to my
friend, if he will yield.

Mr. LIEBERMAN. I do.
Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, again,

this amendment does not preclude in-
creased subsidies as long as we only
pay our fair share. That is the point I
was making prior to the Senator’s
comments.

But, again, is the Senator arguing
that, again, this is going to cost a lot
more than the $400 million that the ad-
ministration has suggested—that this
could really balloon in the years
ahead? That is what I am concerned
about. What is this going to cost? We
are told it is only going to cost us $400
million. But now I hear the Senator
saying maybe, if a country there de-
cides to buy some expensive military
hardware, we will want to jump in and
subsidize our sales, so, therefore, we
don’t give it? I mean, nothing is given?
It is not free; the taxpayers pay for it.
And that bothers me. It doesn’t pre-
clude the sale of weapons; it just means
it must be a fair share.

Again, I probably agree with the Sen-
ator that my amendment would pre-
clude the kind of giveaway programs
that cost our taxpayers a lot of money
in order to maybe help one of these
countries modernize to the point where
they may not need it. But as long as it
is free to them and costs our taxpayers,
why not give it to them?

Mr. LIEBERMAN. I appreciate the
response of the Senator from Iowa, be-
cause I do believe the response con-
firms my concern that one of the ef-
fects of passage of this amendment will
be to apply what I consider to be an ar-
bitrary cap—which is to say a 25 per-
cent cap—on all American expenditures
related to the assistance provided to
these NATO countries.

Here is why I am concerned about
that and why it does bother me. There

are two different categories of expense.
One is the direct amount we are con-
tributing—common expenses, if you
will—the $400 million that the Senator
from Iowa refers to, to enlarge NATO
to these countries. I do not consider
the credits given to facilitate the sale
of American military equipment to
these countries in that same category.
These are not giveaways. These are, in
a long-established program, quite simi-
lar to what we do through the Export-
Import Bank in other areas, or OPIC in
other areas, to facilitate American
companies’ ability to sell their prod-
ucts abroad, creating or sustaining
more jobs for American workers here
at home.

So, my initial concerns are con-
firmed. I think the effect of this
amendment, if adopted, would be to
limit the ability of American compa-
nies to compete equally with foreign
manufacturers of comparable weapons
systems to sell them to these three
countries, and the losers in that would
be the workers in defense companies
all around America. So these export
credits are not giveaways. Yes, it may
take the budget, the possible spending,
somewhat above the $400 million, but
that is a different category. The $400
million, if you will, is a grant. This is
a little bit like giving a bit of a subsidy
so you can sell a multiple of many
times more and create jobs for Amer-
ican workers.

Mr. BIDEN. Will the Senator yield
for a question?

Mr. LIEBERMAN. I will.
Mr. BIDEN. The Senator from Iowa

forthrightly responded, as he always
does, that if we wanted to sell Poland,
like we sell Greece or Germany or any-
one else, a piece of American-made
military equipment, as long as we did
not subsidize more than 25 percent of
what that was, then we could sell it.

I wonder, why in God’s name would
the French Government agree to come
up with money for Poland to allow
them to buy an American jet instead of
a French jet? Why would they possibly
do that? And does this not give a veto,
a veto on the part of other NATO na-
tions, over American foreign military
sales? Because unless they come up
with 75 percent of what any subsidy
would be, why would they possibly do
that?

Is it not true—the Senator is on the
Armed Services Committee—is it not
true that one of the core debates in
NATO beyond burdensharing has been
who gets to sell NATO the equipment,
whether they fly Mirages—whether
NATO planes are Mirages or whether
they are American made aircraft?
Every other European country in
NATO has been saying, ‘‘You Ameri-
cans get too much of an advantage.’’
Every time we talk about
burdensharing, don’t they come back
and say, ‘‘Yes, but you don’t get it; you
get to make all that money and get all
those jobs because you are supplying
the equipment that all the NATO
uses’’?



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES3674 April 28, 1998
So why in the Lord’s name would we

give a veto power over the ability of
American manufacturers and American
employees to keep their jobs to the
French and the Germans and the Brits?

Mr. LIEBERMAN. The Senator raises
a very good question. For me, at least,
there is no good answer to that. That is
why I say I believe that this may be an
unintended consequence of the amend-
ment that the Senator from Iowa has
put forward. There is very spirited
competition among the member coun-
tries of NATO in arms sales and arms
purchases by NATO.

For instance, right now there is a
great issue about the Joint Stars Pro-
gram, a remarkable air surveillance of
ground activity system in which we
had an original requirement of 19
planes; assuming that NATO would buy
6, we would pay for 13. Our military
says these are extraordinarily valu-
able. They are going to be critical in
future warfare. We have already used
them in Bosnia before we thought we
would have to. Our allies in NATO de-
cided last fall that they didn’t want to
buy the six from us, they wanted to try
to make them themselves. So there is
very spirited competition that goes on
among the NATO members for NATO
acquisitions, let alone to other coun-
tries.

I do want to say one word addition-
ally on this point. The credits that are
given for foreign military financing
under the Arms Export Control Act are
not literally spending; they are more in
the form of a guarantee. I don’t have
the exact information before me, be-
cause I didn’t realize we were going to
get into this point this morning. I
don’t believe that the taxpayers have
actually spent very much money on
these credits. They are a form of a
guarantee to facilitate these sales.

Anyway, bottom line, I leave this
part of the debate with a confirmed
concern, which deepens my opposition
to the amendment, that one of the un-
intended consequences—or con-
sequences of this amendment, if it
passes, would be to hamstring, to tie
up, to put a cap on the ability of Amer-
ican companies and workers to com-
pete with foreign companies and work-
ers to sell these three systems that
they may want to acquire in the fu-
ture.

Mr. President, I would like to go on
and pose a second question to my
friend from Iowa. Let me describe a dif-
ferent kind of fact circumstance.

One of the reasons I am so strongly
supporting the enlargement of NATO
to these three countries is that it will
help us—it will share our burden, to be
as specific as I can. NATO, as we con-
tinue our historic mission of providing
for the collective defense of the mem-
ber states, will face threats, as it has
both within their territories and out-
side. We have seen it in Bosnia. I sus-
pect, as others do, that we will be
threatened increasingly from the south
of NATO, not from the east, because
Russia is now our ally and our part-

ner—Partner for Peace, as we say—in
that specific program. And I am struck
by what these three new members can
add to NATO’s military capacity.

First off, and most explicitly, they
will add 200,000 troops. And not just the
troops, but I think what we will find,
because these new members will have
the enthusiasm of new membership,
perhaps even a greater willingness to
be involved in sharing the burden that
would otherwise fall exclusively on the
United States of America in responding
to threats to the security of NATO and
its member states, including our own
security.

Let me give a specific example. Hun-
gary has been of great help to us al-
ready in Bosnia, giving us a base from
which we can launch or source so much
of our activity in Bosnia. But let me
come to a much more specific and re-
cent point. A short while ago, we were
on the edge of military action against
Iraq again, because the Iraqis wouldn’t
allow us, or the United Nations inspec-
tors, access to their facilities, accord-
ing to the post-gulf-war promises that
they had made. And that conflict, for
now—I am afraid not forever, but for
now—has been avoided. But the record
will show that during the period of
time leading up to the possibility of
military action against Iraq, these
three countries—Poland, Hungary, and
the Czech Republic—made
unswervingly clear that they were pre-
pared to stand by us.

Let me be very blunt about this,
undiplomatically blunt. They were
much more supportive of military ac-
tion against Iraq, much more willing to
commit forces and materiel, much
more convinced of the common threat
that an uninspected Iraq posed to
them, as well as to us, than some of our
longest term and foremost allies in
NATO. There is no secret here. The
French were particularly reluctant
about military activity against Iraq.

So what I want to pose now is an-
other fact situation. Let us say in the
next half year—we all hope this does
not happen, but we can feel it building
in Iraq again. Mr. Butler, of UNSCOM,
of the U.N. group charged with inspect-
ing in Iraq to guarantee that weapons
of mass destruction have been elimi-
nated, has said in the last week or two
that, yes, the inspectors gained access
to Saddam Hussein’s palaces, but as far
as I interpret his statements, the Iraqis
cleared out the palaces, let the inspec-
tors in, the inspectors naturally found
nothing—there was a lot of time that
passed—the inspectors went out, and
now the Iraqis say, ‘‘That’s it. Lift the
sanctions.’’

Mr. Butler, steadfast, honorable,
independent, says, ‘‘Hey, we don’t have
affirmative proof as required under the
post-gulf war agreements that the
Iraqis are not developing chemical and
biological weapons.’’

So let us go forward a few months,
and the conflict grows, the disagree-
ment grows, the Iraqis refuse to allow
U.N. inspectors in, and we are on the

edge of military conflict again, and as
we hope it will not happen, in fact
there is a decision to launch a military
action, and in this we ask and receive
the support of our allies in Hungary,
Poland and the Czech Republic.

I know I am speeding up the schedule
a little bit because they will not in
that timeframe have acceded to NATO
membership. So let us take it forward
a year or two or three. They want to
help us in an international conflict.
And the one in the gulf is most likely.
To facilitate their aid to us, we have to
invoke exactly the sections of law that
the Senator from Iowa includes in his
amendment under the 25-percent cap—
transfers of excess defense articles
under section 516 of the Foreign Assist-
ance Act of 1961, emergency drawdowns
of our equipment to give to them no
cost leases of U.S. equipment. All of
this is not to throw it away but be-
cause they can share our burden. They
can send troops to be with ours. But
they may need some assistance, mate-
riel assistance that we would normally
draw down from.

So perhaps this has been a longer
way than necessary to say that my
concern is, these additional sections of
this law would prevent the United
States from, in a crisis such as the one
I have described, or God forbid a larger
one, where the soldiers, the military
forces of these three countries were
ready to share the burden of the United
States in defense, in fact the 25-percent
cap would say, you cannot do it, you
cannot help them help us.

That is not only in the most limited
and technical sense such a result in the
interest of the taxpayers of the United
States, it certainly is not in the inter-
est of the security of the United States
or in the interests of the well-being of
the military of the United States,
without assistance from countries like
this, to have to shoulder more of the
burden.

So I ask my friend from Iowa, is it
not true that these sections of this
amendment would limit the ability of
the United States to draw down, to
transfer articles, to enter into no-cost
leases of U.S. equipment to these three
countries in a time of crisis, in which
we would very much want them to be
helping us with our assistance?

Mr. HARKIN. If the Senator will
yield.

Mr. LIEBERMAN. I will.
Mr. HARKIN. Is the Senator then

saying that the cost of this is going to
escalate greatly in the future, that it is
not $400 million, it is going to be some-
thing much above that because we are
going to subsidize a lot of sales? Is that
what the Senator is saying?

Mr. LIEBERMAN. I thank the Sen-
ator. What I am saying is that from the
best estimates I have seen, the Amer-
ican contribution to the common costs
of NATO will be limited to the $400 mil-
lion. But there will be other cases in
our self-interest, such as the ones I
have mentioned, where there is an
international crisis and we will want to
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draw down, to give no-cost leases to
Hungary, Poland and the Czech Repub-
lic to help us so we incur less damage
and less direct costs ourselves that I
am afraid this amendment would limit.
I consider that a very separate cat-
egory than in the contribution we
make to the common costs of NATO
enlargement.

Mr. HARKIN. If the Senator would
yield further.

Mr. LIEBERMAN. I will.
Mr. HARKIN. The Senator talks

about prices. Again, with all due re-
spect, when a crisis happens, Congress
responds. Again, just from a budgeting
standpoint, from being perhaps a little
tightfisted with taxpayer dollars, and
not giving sort of a blank check and
saying, ‘‘Fill it in,’’ I think by having
a cap on these costs, a national cost
that I propose equivalent to what we
do in our common costs, that it pre-
cludes a kind of runaway giveaway.

It is like, OK, Hungary wants to up-
grade their capabilities in a certain
area, so we say, ‘‘Oh, wonderful. You
need not the $1.98 version, you need the
$100 version.’’ But Congress says, ‘‘We
can’t afford the $100 version.’’ We say,
‘‘Not to worry. We’ll give it to you.
That will be one of our grants. We will
subsidize it, and you will get ours.’’

Again, I must respectfully say to my
friend from Connecticut, this is a
whole new vineyard, this debate about
jobs. I thought this was about democ-
racy and markets and peacekeeping.
Now we are talking about jobs. I find
this debate now is veering off course a
little bit.

To answer the question as forth-
rightly as I can, yes, I am saying that
if one of these three countries want the
$1.98 version, we could give up a 25-per-
cent subsidy for that. We would not
come in with a $100 version and say
taxpayers are going to pay for the
whole thing. Yes, that is exactly what
I mean.

Mr. LIEBERMAN. I thank the Sen-
ator from Iowa. I will say a brief word
or two more and then yield to the Sen-
ator from Oregon.

What I fear from the amendment is
that the effect of the amendment will
be to limit our ability to sell cost-ef-
fective items to these three govern-
ments, not just the ones that the Sen-
ator may consider to be bloated in ex-
pense. And more to the point of the
second example that I have asked him
about, I think it will have the unin-
tended consequence of shackling us in
our attempt to benefit from the will-
ingness of these three countries to as-
sist us in a time of international crisis.

I want to make a final point about
the comment that the Senator made in
passing that this is about, the NATO
enlargement debate is about principle,
not about jobs in America. I respect-
fully, loosely paraphrase there.

In my opinion, as I tried to indicate
yesterday, this debate really is about a
principle, about the principle of free-
dom that was secured and won in the
cold war and that we now, in my opin-

ion, have a moral obligation to ratify
that victory in the freedom won by
countries like Poland, Hungary and the
Czech Republic, countries that suffered
during the cold war and the long years
of Soviet Communist domination, to
welcome them into this military alli-
ance which is based on the principle of
freedom, also on collective defense.

I know that there are some who have
said that what drives this debate, what
drives the move for NATO enlargement
is the yearning by American military
contractors for more sales in Central
or Eastern Europe. I must say, I am on
the Armed Services Committee and I
have not had a single comment—I have
contact on a regular basis with rep-
resentatives of defense companies, and
I have not had a single one of them say
a single word to me about NATO en-
largement.

But that having been said, and look-
ing realistically, the potential sales
here are quite modest as a proportion
of overall military sales throughout
the world, particularly within the
United States with the Pentagon as the
purchaser. But if these three countries
want and need to purchase new mili-
tary equipment, why would we want to
limit the ability of American compa-
nies to sell American made products to
them? So, no, the debate overall is not
about American workers; it is about
the principle of freedom and collective
defense, and the promotion of peace
and stability on the European Con-
tinent, which is what NATO has done
so greatly for almost 50 years and will
do more broadly in the years ahead if
we enlarge it.

Way down on the list of effects is the
possibility that there might be a few
sales of American-made equipment to
these countries. I fear that the unin-
tended consequence of this amendment
would be to limit those sales and, in
that sense, to give an unusual and sur-
prising competitive advantage to mili-
tary contractors abroad, particularly
in Europe, perhaps even in Russia or
China, as well.

I thank my friend from Iowa for what
I hope has been an illuminating dialog
and for the directness and eloquence of
his own participation.

I thank my friend from Oregon for
yielding me this time. I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. SES-
SIONS). The Senator from Oregon.

Mr. SMITH of Oregon. Mr. President,
I was once asked by a mother in a town
meeting I had in Oregon why her son or
daughter should put his or her life at
risk for a Hungarian or Pole or Czech
through the expansion of NATO. I
think it sometimes helps to think in
human terms like that. My answer to
her was that the surest way not to put
her son’s or daughter’s life at risk was,
in fact, to expand NATO.

It is a very troubled area in world
history. In a tough neighborhood, good
fences make for better neighbors. I
have fought to expand NATO because I
think to leave the vacuum, to leave
muddled ‘‘international speak’’ out
there at the border was a mistake.

I think the answer I gave to that
mother can also be given to my friend
from Iowa. The Senator is concerned
about the bill going up. I am concerned
about that, too, but I think the surest
way that the bill not go up is to expand
NATO. I think if we did not expand
NATO, and the worst kinds of scenarios
you could construct actually occurred,
we would be spending far more than
$1.5 billion—whether Poland, Hungary
and the Czech Republic were in NATO
or not because I don’t think this time
we would stand idly by. I certainly
hope we would not.

So the surest way, I think, we can as-
sure the American taxpayer that Sen-
ator HARKIN is rightly concerned that
we won’t spend $125 billion to expand
NATO, is to define the terms of the fu-
ture, not just react to them, make
them, expand NATO, make this com-
mitment, and I believe it means we
will not be spending the kind of ex-
cesses that I also fear with the Senator
from Iowa.

Mr. HARKIN. How much time re-
mains?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 11 minutes.

Mr. SMITH of Oregon. I yield the
floor.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I will re-
spond with a couple of things.

First of all, I have to ask again the
question: Can these three members,
these three nations, can they afford
membership in NATO or can they not?
Can they afford to bear the burden or
can they not? We have been told they
can. One of the requirements for mem-
bership is they can pay the tab. These
three nations have stated over and over
they could afford it.

Now I am hearing, wait a minute, no,
maybe they can’t, because now we will
have to give them a lot of subsidies to
buy weapons systems. Well, if that is
the case, then do they have the eco-
nomic strength to join NATO? It seems
like we cannot have it both ways. If
they have the economic strength, why
do they need all the subsidies? If they
don’t, are they really capable of joining
NATO?

Secondly, yes, I am concerned about
these types of giveaway programs and
loans and grants. I say to my friend
from Connecticut, we have—I have
been on the Defense Appropriations
Committee for several years now, and I
have been in some aviation things
going back almost 20 years, both in the
House and the Senate. I say to my
friend from Connecticut, we have al-
ways been faced with other countries
subsidizing, in many cases more than
we ever subsidized our arms manufac-
turers.

So how do we beat them? We beat
them because we make the best prod-
ucts. We have the best quality. No one
can match our aircraft. No one can
match our weapons systems. No one
can match not only the quality but the
kind of support infrastructure that we
can provide for those weapons systems.
So other countries might have to sub-
sidize theirs a little bit more, but only
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because they cannot match us in those
areas. So we have been quite capable of
competing and winning in the world
market our share of defense items in
the past. I do not think that will
change in the future.

So in the last decade we have written
off or forgiven over $10 billion in de-
fault of loans on military-related items
on this. I think, again, we have to be
very careful about this. We are told it
will only cost us $400 million, but now
what I hear is no, that is only for the
common costs. This could go up and up
and up and up, subsidy after subsidy
after subsidy.

Then we hear that is only if there is
a crisis. Fine. If there is a crisis we will
address it then. But even the adminis-
tration has said any threat to Europe
to these nations is not imminent and
would take years to develop. So we are
not facing something that might hap-
pen in the next few months or even in
the next couple of years or so, even ac-
cording to the administration’s own
admission.

Therefore, I submit once more, Mr.
President, that to keep the costs down,
to be honest with the taxpayers of this
country, what my amendment says is
what is good for the common costs—
that is, we limit our involvement to 25
percent—that we should limit the 25
percent, for subsidies for all of those
national costs, also. That is all this
amendment does. My friend from Or-
egon, my amendment does not stop
NATO expansion. It simply says no
longer will our taxpayers simply pick
up the tab.

I yield the floor and reserve the re-
mainder of my time.

Mr. SMITH of Oregon. Mr. President,
with all respect for my friend from
Iowa, I believe the Harkin amendment
attempts to strangle NATO’s expansion
because it cannot prevent NATO expan-
sion. This amendment places unreason-
able restrictions on expenditures by
limiting our assistance to new NATO
members to 25 percent of all assistance
provided to these countries by current
NATO members.

I urge my colleagues to read care-
fully the resolution of ratification that
we have before us. Condition two re-
quires the President to certify that the
United States is under no obligation to
subsidize the national expenses nec-
essary for Poland, Hungary, or the
Czech Republic, to meet those coun-
tries’ NATO commitments.

Let me be clear on this point. In
signing the Protocols of Accession with
these three countries, the United
States has not signed up to foot the
bill for their membership in NATO, and
Poland, Hungary, and the Czech Repub-
lic understand that it is ultimately
their responsibility to make the nec-
essary improvements to their military
structures.

Now, my friend from Iowa knows
that in the past, the U.S. Congress has
authorized and appropriated funds for
countries in Central and Eastern Eu-
rope to assist in their efforts to meet
the criteria for NATO membership.

Approving this resolution, however,
in no way restricts the congressional
prerogative to make this decision on
an annual basis. In other words, why
draw an arbitrary line now? We are
going to do this on a regular basis any-
way as circumstances change.

If in the future years we determine
that Poland, Hungary, and the Czech
Republic do not warrant or do not need
the U.S. assistance, we will not author-
ize and appropriate it. I trust that fu-
ture Congresses will be able to make
this decision based on the cir-
cumstances in their time and will not
need artificial percentages to dictate
how our assistance should be appro-
priated.

I also confess concern about the sig-
nal that would be sent if the Senate
adopted the Harkin amendment. Does
approval of this amendment mean that
the United States would only need
NATO 25 percent of the time no matter
what our security interests may be?
Does it mean that the United States is
interested in only 25 percent of NATO’s
activities, exercises, and planning
processes? Does it mean that the
United States would participate in just
25 percent of NATO operations despite
any potential threat posed to the alli-
ance? I think these questions dem-
onstrate why arbitrary ceilings simply
do not belong.

Mr. President, I suggest that we
allow the Congress to make funding de-
cisions based on our foreign policy in-
terests and that we reject any effort to
tie our assistance to countries in Cen-
tral and Eastern Europe to that pro-
vided by our NATO allies. I, therefore,
urge my colleagues to oppose the Har-
kin amendment, which I do today.

I yield the floor, Mr. President.
Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, how

much time do I have remaining?
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Seven

minutes.
Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I want

to briefly touch on an issue the Sen-
ator from Connecticut mentioned, and
that is lobbying by defense contrac-
tors.

At the outset, I want to say that I
have not been contacted by any either.
I don’t know that my staff has; at least
they haven’t told me that. I respond by
reading from an article that appeared
in the New York Times on March 30,
which I obviously got off the Internet,
in which the writer of the article went
on to say that ‘‘The chief vehicle of
support for NATO expansion is a group
called ‘The U.S. Committee to Expand
NATO’.’’ The president of that inno-
cent-sounding group is Bruce Jackson,
director of strategic planning for Lock-
heed, a vice president for Lockheed for
strategic planning.

Mr. President, again, a lot of these
people have been championing NATO
membership for these countries. He
quoted me as saying that ‘‘This may
amount to ‘a Marshall Plan’ for defense
contractors who are chomping at the
bit to sell weapons and make profits.’’
Well, I am a Democrat, and it says, ‘‘A

top Republican aide joked that the
arms makers were so eager for NATO
expansion, we will probably be giving
landlocked Hungary a new navy.’’
Those are just musings and comments
by various and sundry people.

Again, this gets back to the question
of whether or not we are going to ask
the taxpayers of this country to pro-
vide subsidies over, above, and beyond
what they kind of have been told in
terms of NATO expansion as to what
the costs would be. Yes, if these coun-
tries are going to upgrade their weap-
ons system, sure. Do I want our defense
contractors to be in there to provide
them the necessary resources they
need for defense? Absolutely. But do I
want them there when the taxpayers
say—as I pointed out to my friend from
Connecticut, which we have seen so
often in the past, for one of those coun-
tries may say that we need a certain
system and it cost $1.98. Since there is
no limit on the subsidies, one of our
contractors could come in and say: You
don’t need the $1.98 one, you need the
$100 version. Hungry, Poland, or the
Czech Republic may say: We can’t af-
ford that. The contractor may say: Not
to worry. You see, under the situation
we have now, the U.S. taxpayers will
provide the subsidy for it and you can
go ahead and have it.

Once again, our taxpayers are stuck
with it. I think that is the normal
course. If there is a crisis, as has been
stated many times, well, this would
hamstring us in terms of a crisis.
Again, I point out that no one is saying
there is any imminent threat of any
crisis at all. The administration says
that for years ahead Russia is no
threat. So if, in fact, a crisis comes up
in the future—in the distant future—
we have time to react, we have time on
both the authorizing committee and on
the appropriating committee to make
changes, to make sure these countries
have the adequate and necessary de-
fense capabilities to defend themselves.
But to just give a blank check now, I
think, is wrong. I think it will cost the
taxpayers of this country untold bil-
lions of dollars, unless we put the same
cap on our subsidies for national ex-
penses that we have on the common
costs.

We have agreed with our fellow mem-
ber nations in NATO that on the com-
mon costs we would provide about 25
percent. I see no reason why that same
logic cannot prevail and be used to cap
our exposure on the national costs. In
fact, I have gotten an idea this morn-
ing that I may offer another amend-
ment to this bill, and that is to get
other member countries of NATO to
also agree that their subsidies, their
proportion of the national costs, would
not exceed what their proportion is
under the common costs. Now, we can-
not force them to do that, but it seems
to me that should be one of the nego-
tiating principles that we would use
with other countries when they want
to expand and enlarge NATO. In fact, it
kind of comes as a surprise to me that
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we did not do that in the beginning. If
we really want honest accounting, and
we want the European countries that
are quite wealthy now to bear their
fair share of the costs, it seems to me
that we should have insisted in the be-
ginning that the same proportionality
that pertains to the common costs
should pertain to the national costs.
To me, this is a gaping hole, and the
first place to close it is here with this
bill, by saying that the United States
will provide no more than its 25-per-
cent share of those national costs.

Mr. President, I yield the floor and
reserve my time.

Mr. LIEBERMAN addressed the
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Connecticut.

Mr. LIEBERMAN. I wonder if the
Senator from Washington will yield up
to 5 minutes.

Mr. GORTON. Certainly.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator is recognized for 5 minutes.
Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I

want to respond briefly to two points.
One is on the question of the involve-
ment of the American defense industry
in this debate. The Senator from Iowa
cited a news article indicating that a
group called the U.S. Committee to Ex-
pand NATO, headed by a gentleman in-
volved in the defense industry—hon-
estly, I don’t know the facts about that
committee at all, but I have seen some
advertisements they have placed. But
what I want to do is suggest—and I
know the Senator from Iowa didn’t
mean to say this in quoting the arti-
cle—that the support for NATO en-
largement is quite broad. It is enor-
mous. It goes well beyond this one or-
ganization headed by this one man.
There are a host of military and veter-
ans’ organizations that I think support
this because they have learned the les-
sons. They feel enlarging NATO is one
of the rewards, if you will, for their
service over the long years of the cold
war. It was one of the goals they as-
pired to—to free the captive nations
and let them become part of the com-
munity of freedom-loving nations.
AMVETS supports NATO enlargement,
as do the American Legion Associa-
tion, U.S. Army Jewish War Veterans,
Marine Corps League, National Guard
Association, Reserve Officers Associa-
tion, Veterans of Foreign Wars Asso-
ciation, and, in addition, a host of civic
policy and political organizations, in-
cluding, interestingly, the Council of
State Governments, the U.S. Con-
ference of Mayors, a host of State leg-
islative bodies, including my own State
senate in Connecticut that spoke on
behalf of enlargement;

A true rainbow coalition of ethnic or-
ganizations, American ethnic organiza-
tions, many of whom have members
who have family ties to the people who
have suffered for almost five decades,
four decades anyway, under Soviet
Communist domination, are now
thrilled that their family and friends
can enjoy the blessings of liberty and

want to affirm that opportunity by
membership in NATO;

Many business and labor organiza-
tions, including the AFL-CIO, support
the enlargement of NATO. So this is a
very broad-based organizational effort,
much beyond one group;

A remarkable number of high-level
officials have signed a statement of
support of NATO enlargement; former
Vice Presidents Quayle and Mondale;
former Secretaries of State Baker,
Christopher, Eagleburger, Haig, Rod-
gers, Shultz, Kissinger, and Vance. I
believe that is every living former Sec-
retary of State;

Former National Security Advisers
Allen, Brzezinski, Lake, McFarland,
and Powell;

Former Secretaries of Defense Car-
lucci, Cheney, Clifford, Perry, and
Rumsfeld.

It is a remarkable, broad coalition,
much beyond one person whose affili-
ation may be the defense industry and
an organization that I presume is much
larger than that.

The second and final point that I
want to make is I want to draw on
something that the Senator from Or-
egon said, and it helps me to make a
point about what I believe to be one of
the unintended, certainly undesirable,
consequences if we should adopt the
Harkin amendment, which I hope we
will not. The Senator from Oregon has
occasionally held town meetings in Or-
egon. He has asked about NATO en-
largement. Do we want to send your
sons? How will you respond to the ques-
tion of why would you send your sons
to defend Budapest or Warsaw or
Prague?

One of the effects of enlarging NATO
is in effect quite the opposite, which is
to bring the military forces, 200,000
strong, into the common effort to de-
fend NATO and its member states from
security threats to it and them. That
involves a scenario that I suggested
earlier that may occur in the Middle
East around Iraq and other trouble
spots around the world. What I am con-
fident of is there will be an enthusiasm
and a steadfastness to participate
among these three new members that
we don’t always find, frankly, among
the other members who have been with
us from the beginning.

The question could almost be turned.
That is, expanding NATO holds the
prospect that Hungarian soldiers,
Czech soldiers, and Polish soldiers will
be sent to trouble spots in the world
and not require American soldiers to be
sent, certainly not in the same num-
bers. I believe that one of the con-
sequences of this amendment putting
an arbitrary 25 percent cap on Amer-
ican involvement here will be to make
it impossible for us to draw down sup-
plies and equipment to offer assistance
to those soldiers of these three coun-
tries when they share our burden and
place less of a burden on our military
and on those who wear the American
uniform.

I thank the Chair.

I yield the floor.
Mr. GORTON addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Washington.
Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, 10 days

ago in a column appearing in the Wash-
ington Post, Charles Krauthammer
wrote:

By ruling Central Europe out of bounds to
Russia, NATO expansion takes one of this
century’s fatal temptations off the table. It
is the easiest U.S. foreign policy call of the
decade.

Why is it the easiest foreign policy
call of the decade? Because the North
Atlantic Treaty Organization for 50
years has preserved the peace of Eu-
rope and the peace of the United
States. As a result of the North Atlan-
tic Treaty Organization, the Soviet
Union literally ceased to exist. All of
this was accomplished by a military al-
liance that never was required to fight
or to sacrifice its young men and
women in a military conflict within
the bounds of that organization.

Why did the North Atlantic Treaty
Organization come into existence in
the first place? Because the first half of
this century showed that both world
wars began in Central Europe because
of the weakness, the instability, the
unsettled nature of the former empires
and the then national states in that
part of Europe, occupied almost wholly
by the Soviet Union at the end of
World War II. The West could only be
defended by a military organization of
which the United States was a part.
Behind the magnificent defensive line,
the parapets, built by the North Atlan-
tic Treaty Organization, Western Eu-
rope became free, democratic, and
prosperous.

During that 50 years, we and the
Western Europeans invested not an in-
considerable amount of money in com-
municating those ideas of freedom to
the people of Central and Eastern Eu-
rope through the Voice of America and
other such organizations. It is clear
now that nothing was desired by the
people of the Czech Republic, Poland,
and Hungary more than to join the free
and prosperous countries of Western
Europe. Partly because of our efforts
through NATO, partly because of our
economic success, and partly from
their growing dedication to freedom,
they freed themselves—they freed
themselves—from the Soviet Union.
The Soviet Union disappeared and be-
came Russia, a country still unstable,
a country with candidates for Presi-
dent in the year 2000 who would desire
nothing more than the restoration of
the old Soviet Union.

So the rationale of the expansion of
the North Atlantic Treaty Organiza-
tion is to say, no; these countries freed
by their own efforts and our own ef-
forts will stay freer. They will be to us
as Germany and France and Normandy
have been for the last half century.
What history teaches us is that a polit-
ical vacuum filled with weakness and
irresolution is a temptation to an ag-
gressor. Countries a part of the North
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Atlantic Treaty Organization were not
such a temptation, even at the height
of the power of the Soviet Union.

Accession to NATO is as close to a
guarantee as we can possibly come of
the fact that our sons and daughters
will not die in Warsaw or in Prague or
in Budapest any more than they were
required to do so in Oslo or in Paris in
the course of the last half century.

Mr. President, this is the easiest for-
eign policy call of the decade. The
North Atlantic Treaty Organization
will lend strength to us, a contribution
to our own defense, but most impor-
tantly the security of countries that
have not been secure that want to join
us in prosperity and in safety as they
have in freedom.

The amendment of the Senator from
Iowa is simply another attempt to
make these members second-class
members. We have already stated that
we made no commitment at all, a zero
commitment, to subsidize the national
expenses for these countries. How
much, if any, we subsidize them in the
future is a decision that can and should
be made in the future and not in the
course of this debate.

Even more mischievous, in my view,
Mr. President, are amendments to say
that there will be no further expansion,
that we will leave a vacuum unless cer-
tain preconditions are made. For more
than 50 years the United States of
America refused to recognize the an-
nexation of the Baltic republics by the
Soviet Union. When their cause was
deemed to be a hopeless cause by al-
most everyone, they, too, have freed
themselves. They, too, want at some
future date to be a part of NATO. They,
too, create a vacuum at the present
time in the power structure of Central
and of Eastern Europe.

To pass an amendment that is likely
to be proposed by another of my col-
leagues that singles them out as being
countries we will not want to defend or
be a part of without special cir-
cumstances, in my view, is simply an
engraved invitation to some future
Russian Government to say: We’re
coming back in; we don’t care about
your desire for freedom. You’re a part
of us whether you like it or not. And,
look, the Americans have in effect in
the Senate said that’s OK.

That is the essence of instability and
of uncertainty, not only for the nations
immediately involved but for all of us.

Certainty created through 50 years
by the North Atlantic Treaty Organiza-
tion is the best guarantor of peace. I
am convinced we should reject all lim-
iting amendments, admit these three
nations, and judge in the future what
additional nations should be admitted
to NATO—nations, in my opinion, con-
sisting of all of those that become real
democracies, real free market coun-
tries, with a real desire not only to be
a part of the North Atlantic Treaty Or-
ganization but to contribute their own
strength to it.

We should reject the Harkin amend-
ment. We should grant the accession of

the three countries before us at the
present time without further condi-
tions, and in the good faith that their
accession will strengthen peace,
strengthen their democracy, and
strengthen our own security.

Mr. MCCAIN addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Arizona.
Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent that I be allowed to
address the Senate as if in morning
business past the agreed upon time of
12:45.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, for the
moment I suggest the absence of a
quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I realize
we only have a minute or two before
the unanimous consent order kicks in
which ends discussion at 12:45, but let
me say for the record that one of the
aspects of the amendment that we are
considering and will be voting on when
we come back from our caucus lunch-
eons, the Harkin amendment, deals
with requiring excess military materiel
transferred to any NATO country—in
this case, the three new members—to
be counted against our common budg-
et.

I did not have these numbers before,
but I want to put them in the RECORD
now. The Senator from Iowa has con-
tended that we provide aid only to the
less well off countries in NATO, and he
implied they are the only ones we have
given this excess military equipment
to. Most people don’t know what we
are talking about here, so let me make
it clear. Here are the facts.

In fiscal year 1996, we provided excess
defense articles to the following coun-
tries: Denmark, Germany, Greece, Por-
tugal, and Turkey, for a total value of
$55 million. In fiscal year 1997, these
excess articles went to the United
Kingdom, Norway, Spain, and Turkey;
value: $113 million. And my friend from
Iowa, if his amendment passes, would
say we can continue to spend tax-
payers’ money for what we believe is in
our national interest to give excess
items to other NATO countries, not
part of our NATO requirement but our
individual judgment, but we could not
do the same for Poland, the Czech Re-
public, or Hungary. I think that would
a serious mistake. If he wishes to do
that and ‘‘save the taxpayers’ money,’’
why not have his amendment say no
excess military arms could go to any
NATO country? Why single out for this
second-class treatment the three new
countries?

I yield the floor.
Mr. MCCAIN addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arizona.

Mr. MCCAIN. I thank my friend from
Delaware. His statement is a very im-
portant contribution to this debate on
NATO, and I appreciate the fact that
not only is he giving the Senate infor-
mation but the great job the Senator is
doing on this issue here for these many
days. I am very appreciative.

Mr. BIDEN. I thank the Senator.
Mr. MCCAIN. There is no one more

qualified, in my view, in the Senate
than the Senator from Delaware, on
this issue especially, but other foreign
policy issues.
f

THE TOBACCO INDUSTRY’S
CAMPAIGN OF DIVERSION

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, much
has been said and written about the to-
bacco bill approved by the Senate Com-
merce Committee 19 to 1, three weeks
ago.

The Senate will soon have an oppor-
tunity to debate, offer amendments
and vote on tobacco legislation. I know
the Senate can and must work coopera-
tively and without partisanship, as we
have on the Commerce Committee, to
improve the measure, and assure that
it serves the public health interests of
our nation—most particularly our chil-
dren.

The Commerce Committee measure
is a bipartisan bill that was developed
in consultation with the attorneys gen-
eral, the administration and the public
health representatives including Dr.
Koop, Dr. Kessler, and Matt Myers of
the National Center for Tobacco Free-
Kids.

It’s a comprehensive bill aimed at
dramatically reducing youth smoking.
Every living Surgeon General has
signed a letter to Congress urging us to
pass comprehensive legislation this
year to address what is our nation’s
number one public health problem.

The tobacco industry is now em-
barked on a campaign of diversion to
change the subject from health and
children. They are trying to take at-
tention away from the facts, and use
specious ‘‘buzz word’’ attacks to kill a
bill they know might actually stop
kids from smoking and reduce their
ability to lock teens in as lifetime
smokers.

So, Mr. President, this is about
money—the tobacco industry’s
money—and the lengths they’ll go to
make more, including lieing to Con-
gress, manipulating nicotine to hook
customers and marketing to kids.

Mr. President, I would like to quote
recent newspaper items responding to
the industry’s attacks and regarding
new evidence of the prevalence of
smoking among minority children as
reported in the Washington Post. First,
from USA Today:

Some, ever eager for some raw meat, were
sucked right in by the rhetoric. But before
you believe it, pause a moment for one little
bit of truth: Everything the industry is rail-
ing against today it agreed to in some form
just 10 months ago. Here’s the rundown:
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